The Hebrew article ha-is apparently undergoing a process of degrammaticalization within Modern Hebrew. Its distribution has been changing in a particular direction that is unexpected from the point of view of historical linguistics. Whereas in Classical Hebrew it was found with a limited number of lexical items, it now attaches to a variety of phrases. This change is indicative of a change in its morpho-syntactic category: it is becoming more a clitic than an affix. The morpho-syntactic change is accompanied by a semantic change; its function is to mark the definiteness of the phrase it attaches to, rather than being part of the Classical Hebrew state system. We propose that the change has its roots in a languageinternal change that affected the periphrastic genitive construction of Mishnaic Hebrew and was enhanced through several phases of language contact such as the contact of Medieval Hebrew with Arabic and the contact of nineteenth-century Hasidic Hebrew with Yiddish.
Introduction
In Classical Hebrew (including Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew), the article ha-is an inflectional affix marking the emphatic state of nouns and adjectives. As an inflectional affix, it attaches to these two types of lexical items, not to phrases or even compounds. In colloquial Modern Hebrew, the distribution and semantics of the article is dramatically changed. Though it is still a bound item, it is no longer an affix but is becoming a clitic, with increased autonomy and an expanded distribution. It has changed from a morphological marker of state inflection, which only indirectly contributes to definiteness, into a clitic, which contributes the meaning of definiteness. Details of the change are given in . The present paper traces the beginnings of this change, which we attribute to a combination of internal change and language contact. _________ * The first author acknowledges the support of the Israel Science Foundation grant #1157/10, and the fellowship from the Mandel Scholion Interdisciplinary Research Center in the Humanities and Jewish Studies of the Hebrew University.
The Origins of Definiteness within the Semitic State System
Nouns and adjectives in the Semitic languages are historically inflected for the category of state, in addition to more familiar inflectional categories such as gender and number. Three different states are distinguished in the Classical Hebrew inflectional system, as described by traditional Hebraists as early as the Renaissance (e.g., Reuchlin 1506; Buxtorf 1651) A noun inflected in the construct state is a bound form and must be attached to another constituent called the annex (possessor). The construction consisting of the construct-state head and the annex is known as the construct. Semantically, it expresses a variety of relations, typically possession (cf. for a partial summary of the vast literature on this topic). The emphatic state is marked by prefixation with the article ha-; 2 it forms the basis for definiteness, yet it is not strictly speaking interpreted as definite, since definiteness is a value assigned to phrases, not to lexical items.
The tripartite state system survived intact throughout Classical Hebrew. In Modern Hebrew, we find the state system converting into a binary absolute vs. construct opposition, with the article ha-reanalyzed as a phrasal clitic divorced from the state system and marking definiteness. The change is prevalent in colloquial Modern Hebrew, and is spreading through Modern Hebrew as a whole, gradually invading the more formal registers.
The Change in the Distribution of the Article ha-
Consider the following contrasts in the distribution of the article ha-. 'the stone tablets'
1 The morphological term emphatic is a Semiticist's term marking a particular value of the inflectional state of a noun and is unrelated both to the phonological term emphatic in the sense of stressed and to the phonetic term emphatic in the sense of pharyngealized. The term emphatic state is commonly used with respect to the Aramaic -a suffix but for some reason has not been used for the Hebrew ha-prefix in the philological literature. However, the function of both affixes is parallel in the two classical languages, and in general in the Central Semitic languages. We explain below why the Classical Hebrew ha-is best treated as a word-level prefix marking state inflection rather than definiteness, which is a phrase-level category. Our approach favors the morphological origin of these Central Semitic affixes as the Proto-Semitic presentative adnominal affix hā/han/hal (Hasselbach 2007; Pat-El 2009) , but is also compatible with the view that these are original demonstrative pronouns that underwent a process of grammaticalization (Rubin 2005:65- In Classical Hebrew, the article ha-inflects lexical items, e.g. the nouns stone in (2a) and kinds in (3a), and the adjective good in (4a). It does not attach to the full constructs in (2a) and (3a), the attributive construction in (4a), or the phrasal modifier in (5a). Moreover, a noun that it inflects is not necessarily interpreted as definite. In (2a), stone is a predicate that denotes material constitution or the type of objects counted. In (4a), things is in no way definite, it is good things that is definite. The emphatic marking of nouns does not make them definite, but it makes the noun phrase as a whole definite.
The corresponding (b) examples are all prevalent in colloquial Modern Hebrew. The article ha-attaches to compounds in (2b) and (4b), to a noun phrase consisting of a noun specified by a numeral in (3b), and to an adjective phrase consisting of a negated adjective in (5b). Semantically, the article marks definiteness (or agreement in definiteness, for adjective phrases).
Another aspect of the change in the distribution of the article is its association with a variety of word classes that were not historically inflected for state, such as prepositions (6), adverbs (7), various degree words (8), and infinitival verbs (9). The Direction of Change from Affix to Clitic: Degrammaticalization?
The changes in the distribution of the article ha-affected its morpho-syntactic status. While in Classical Hebrew it was an inflectional affix, in Modern Hebrew it exhibits more clitic properties than affix properties (cf. Zwicky & Pullum 1983) : it attaches to phrases, often only cliticizing to the first element of the phrase, and is less choosy regarding the lexical category of its host. Furthermore, it has more systematic semantic interpretation, i.e. definiteness, and in some cases it does not participate in agreement processes, as in example (4b) above . Such a direction of change runs counter to the much more widespread process of language change, namely grammaticalization, a term coined by Meillet (1912) , which refers to a change from a less grammatical to a more grammatical element. The change in the status of the article goes in the opposite direction: from more grammatical (an affix) to less grammatical (a clitic). The latter type of change has been referred to as degrammaticalization. Based on criteria developed by Norde (2009 Norde ( , 2010 to identify degrammaticalization processes, we have argued ) that the change in the status of ha-in Modern Hebrew is an instance of de-grammaticalization. The article has become less bound to its host. It is no longer part of the category of state, which originally distinguished between the absolute, construct, and emphatic states. In Modern Hebrew, the original system is no longer operative, as is evidenced by the fact that the article can attach to a noun in the construct state, as in (2b) above. In the original system, there was no way to doubly inflect the same noun in both the construct state and the emphatic state.
Tracing Back the Origins of the Change
The change from an inflectional prefix to a phrasal clitic thus dramatically modifies the morpho-syntax of Hebrew noun phrases, and their semantic interface. When and how did this ha-la-kaħat klum ve-la-ʕasot mi-menu mašehu the-to-take nothing and-to-make from-it something 'I love this . . . the production, taking nothing and making it into something.' (Avirama Golan, The Ravens, 2004:31) change take place? We suggest that the change has its roots in a language-internal change that affected the periphrastic genitive construction of Mishnaic Hebrew and was enhanced through the contact of Medieval Hebrew and Arabic, and the contact of 19th-century Hasidic Hebrew and Yiddish. The change was initiated in particular constructions. One is the periphrastic genitive construction, and another is the construct, including compounds and numeric specifiers; yet another one is the superlative phrase consisting of yoter 'more' together with an adjective. These constructions are independent of each other and different in nature. The first two relate to the structure of the noun phrase, and the third to the structure of the adjective phrase. Yet, all three have a similar effect on the distribution of the article. All result in the loosening of its attachment to lexical items and its reanalysis as a proclitic attached to a phrasal constituent. The combined effect of the change within the three constructions gave rise to a much wider change in the morpho-syntactic status of the article in Modern Hebrew, as it spread to other constructions as well. Crucially, though the change originates in a language-internal development within the periphrastic genitive construction, it was facilitated by the change in the superlative construction and in the construct under the influence of contact languages.
The Rise of the Periphrastic Genitive Construction
In the Biblical genitive construct shown in (2a) above, the head of the construction is in the construct state and must be adjacent to the annex. The definiteness of this construction is determined by the attachment of the article to the annex. Mishnaic Hebrew saw the rise of the periphrastic genitive construction (called ‫פרודה‬ ‫סמיכות‬ smixut pruda in Hebrew), where the head is in the absolute state, and is separated from the annex by the genitive preposition ‫של‬ šel 'of' as in (10) below. In the periphrastic genitive construction, the definiteness of the phrase is determined by the attachment of the article to the head, not the annex, unlike in the construct. Yet originally, the article was prefixed both to the head and the annex in the definite periphrastic genitive. The annex was originally introduced by the dative prefixal preposition le-'to,' subordinated to the head of the structure by the prefixal complementizer še-. When these two prefixes were attached to an annex already prefixed with the article ha-, a portmanteau prefix was formed: še-ll(e)-a 'that-to-the.' The portmanteau prefix šella-'that.to.the' was spelled as part of the annex, as can still be seen in the Kaufmann manuscript (10th/11th century). In later non-vocalized editions, the prefix šella-lost both its final vowel and its status as a bound morpheme. Thus was born the free preposition šel 'of,' and, concomitantly, the article was lost. 4 The example in (11a) shows the spelling found in the Kaufmann manuscript, and (11b), the spelling in contemporary printed editions of the Mishnah. The only article remaining in (11b) within the entire genitive structure is the one originally attached to the head noun ‫הקיתון(‬ ha-kkiton, 'the ewer'), now interpreted as marking the definiteness of the entire phrase. Both šelle-(in Mishnah, Shekalim 6:1) and šella-(in Mishnah, Kelim 12:5) are found in the Kaufmann manuscript separated from the annex by a line break, which shows that these prefixes were considered all along a separate morpheme.
The Change within the Superlative Construction As shown in Reshef (2015, this issue) , the attachment of the article to a phrase is found in the comparative/ superlative construction of Medieval Hebrew, under the influence of Arabic. Since adjectives in Hebrew do not have a special comparative form, and since the need for such a form was probably felt because it existed in Arabic, a phrase came to be used in Medieval Hebrew for the comparative, where the adjective is modified by yoter 'more,' for example ‫גדול‬ ‫יותר‬ yoter gadol 'more big' (Goshen-Gottstein 2006:95-96) . Moreover, for the purpose of superlative formation, Hebrew attaches the article to the comparative adjective, and this was extended to the phrasal comparative as well, yielding the superlative phrase ‫גדול‬ ‫היותר‬ ha-yoter gadol 'the more big,' interpreted as 'the biggest. ' The Medieval Hebrew examples in (13) The superlative in Modern Hebrew is phrasal as well. Yet its form has changed. The Modern Hebrew superlative consists of the adjective either preceded or followed by an adverb meaning the most: ‫הכי‬ haxi or ‫ביותר‬ beyoter (Reshef 2015, this issue It is possible that the change in the superlative construction paved the way to a broader change in the distribution of the article, namely, the possibility of attaching it to additional adverbials and degree words in the initial position of an adjective phrase, as in (8) above.
The Change within the Construct (Both Compounds and Numeric Constructs)
An additional construction in which the change in the distribution of the article was initiated was the construct. Originally, the article was prefixed to the annex of the construct. The change consisted in the attachment of the article to the noun phrase as a whole rather than to the annex, and it occurred both in compounds and in phrasal constructs with numeric specifiers.
As in the case of the superlative, these changes are found in the Medieval Hebrew translations from Arabic In Arabic, animal is monomorphemic, rather than compound as in Hebrew, and was therefore preceded in the Arabic original of (16) by the definite article: ʔal-ħayawān. As for noun phrases with numeric specifiers, such as (17), Wright (1896, book 3, §107[d] ) mentions the construction in Classical Arabic corresponding to the Hebrew ha-ħamiša kfarim 'the-five villages' alongside the construction that corresponds to the Classical Hebrew ḥamešet hakefarim 'five.CS the-villages' as in (3a). In some cases, where the counted noun is singular, the former construction is obligatory, as it is in Hebrew: ha-tišʕim ʔiš/ * tišʕim ha-ʔiš 'theninety man' (= the ninety men).
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The attachment of the article to the noun phrase in Medieval Hebrew is not restricted to Arabic translations, but can be found in the Hebrew writings of Abraham Ibn Ezra, David Kimhi ("Radak"), Maimonides, and others: (18 The attachment of the article to the noun phrase is already found in the writings of the Geʾonim (Early Medieval Hebrew), probably influenced by Arabic, 8 but is found also in Rashi's commentary on the Talmud. 9 As pointed out by Avineri regarding Rashi's writings (1985:92) , most of these examples are of compounds (what he calls cerufim qevuʕim 'permanent collocations'), which are probably expressed by single words in French.
It thus seems that the change in the distribution of the article goes back at least to the 11th century. It was enhanced in Eastern Europe several centuries later, through language contact with Yiddish. Kahn (2013a, b) notices Hebrew compounds borrowed into Yiddish in Hasidic writings, and then modified for definiteness with the Yiddish definite article attached to the compound (20a). This construction is reflected in the parallel 19th-century Hasidic Hebrew construction (20b), from Kahn (2013b:175) . It is very possible that this construction found its way into early Modern Hebrew.
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Such constructions are cited in descriptions of Modern Hebrew as early as the 1930s (Garbell 1930; Rosén 1957; Berman 1978 ; and many others since). It is also possible that lexicalized compounds were perceived by the speakers as a single lexeme (as suggested by Berman 1978:250) , perhaps by analogy to blends such as ‫הכדורגל‬ ha-kaduregel 'the football' (ball+foot) or ‫המחזמר‬ ha-maħazemer 'the musical' (play+music).
Moreover, Kahn (2015:140) cites many examples from Hasidic tales from the 1900s of phrasal constructions with numeric specifiers in which the article precedes the noun phrase as a whole rather than inflecting the annex (cf. 17 above). These too reflect It thus appears that contact both with Arabic and with Yiddish triggered similar changes in the Hebrew construct, and that the similar effects from the two languages enhanced the entrenchment of the change in Hebrew in its revival stage. In Modern Hebrew, the construct became a very productive device for creating compounds (Nir 1993; Ornan 2003; Schwarzwald 2001) , while the periphrastic genitive construction became the main construction for expressing possessive relations (Rosén 1957; Berman 1978; Schlesinger & Ravid 1998) . The attachment of the article to both types of structures continued into Modern Hebrew. It seems, then, that there are (at least) three possible factors contributing to the change of the position of the article: the increased use of the periphrastic genitive for expressing possession, the use of the construct for compounding, and the influence of Arabic and Yiddish. We hypothesize that the reanalysis of the Mishnaic Hebrew periphrastic genitive created a structure in which the article was interpreted as a phrasal clitic, paving the road to the constructions influenced by Yiddish and Arabic.
10 Examples which also survive in Modern Hebrew are Hasidic Hebrew examples in which the article attaches to both the annex and the head, such as ‫הבית‬ ‫הבעל‬ ha-baʕal ha-bayit 'the-owner.CS the-house' (the house owner, Yiddish der balabos), ‫הכנסת‬ ‫הבית‬ ha-bet ha-kneset 'the-house.CS the-gathering' (the synagogue), cf. Kahn (2015:62) . 11 We are grateful to Dov Faust for the Yiddish translations.
The Change within Noun+Adjective Compounds
In compounds consisting of N+A, attachment of the article to the compound as a whole replaces its traditional attachment to both the head and the adjective.
12 This was illustrated in (4b) above, and again in (23) March 26, 2015) This is an example of a change that might have been facilitated by the lack of strict agreement in the emphatic marking of nouns and adjectives in Mishnaic Hebrew, but was strongly influenced and enhanced by contact with Yiddish many centuries later, which paved its way into Modern Hebrew. The examples in (24a-b) are from Kahn (2013b:175) . 
Conclusion
We have argued that the de-grammaticalization of the Hebrew article was initiated both by internal developments within Hebrew and by constructions that were introduced into Hebrew through contact with other languages, first with Arabic, and then with Yiddish. These constructions include periphrastic genitives, superlatives, compounds, and noun phrases with numeric specifiers. The cliticization of the article to whole phrases within these constructions was present in the language in its revival stage, and it expanded the morpho-syntactic environments in which the article could occur. The new environments contributed to the loosening of the bond between the article and its nominal hosts, and to the increase of the article's independence, characteristic of de-grammaticalization processes. The change did not stop in these constructions and spread to other phrasal constituents. The change in the status of the article constitutes an instance of a de-grammaticalization change that was possibly triggered or enhanced by language contact, providing us with the opportunity to study the contribution of language contact to changed grammaticalization.
